




































































































































































































































































Meekin did not manage

It was clear that Meekin accepted vision for
and decisions about the project without question. Meekin did not seem to be open to hearing
concerns about . From perspective, there were many good people on the
MNLARS team who were not being heard.

Meekin’s time was split between DPS and DOC. He likely did not have enough time to
adequately serve both organizations. He needed to be involved in MNLARS, Meekin may not
have realized that he was struggling to keep up with both organizations, but should have, and
should have worked to remedy the situation.

Delivering cnstomer satisfaction
views Meekin as being “pretty hands off” in terms of delivering customer satisfaction, He

was not proactive, but would provide assistance to - if .asked.

Synopsis

The investigator contacted - on Januaty 16,2018 after an attorney for Sogeti informed
that the company would not agree to Interviews of its personnel. relayed information
has received from Sogeti sbout its tole in and quality assurance work on the MNLARS

project,

Background

Sogeti personnel have repotted to that they were told by MNLARS
management not to un certain types of tests, which went against their professional judgment,

Documents referring to testing

A Minnesota Legislator made a 1equest for all doouments pertaining to testing on the MNLARS
roject, teviewed the responsive documents, One was a summary prepared by

of Sogeti desciibing the work the company had performed. It stated at page four that

the QA team was told not to do propet testing before the MNLARS 1elease for a period equating

to & few months ot so. [ provided this document to the investigator.*®

47 indicated that the BCA had not asked for MNLARS to do anything new or differeni than the legaoy system
had done, but Instead wanted to make sute that law enforcement customets had essential functionality available to

thein ‘when the product was released,
8 This document is included as an exhibit to this report,
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Sogeti’s complaint about non-inclusion
Meekin did not seek input from Sogeti during the Go/No-go decision-making process

prior to the launch of MNLARS, Sogeti has complained to that QA. was not given a
“seat at the decision-making table like a trusted partner,” and felt that its contributions to the

project were not valued.

F explained that it is not uncommon in the I'T world to hear QA people complain about
eing treated like “second-class citizens,” estimates that it is likely that half of Sogeti’s

 clents “don’t give them a proper seat at the table.” The irony here, however, was that MNLARS

I

invested heavily in QA. services, with a high ratio of QA petsonnel to development personnel,
MNLARS was paying on the ordet of $4 million every six months on QA, and Sogeti wanted to
provide helpful input. It made no sense to invest so heavily in QA and then not listen to their
concerns; “To have an army of testers and not use them or listen to them is weird,”

Leaderslup and management style
has leatned that there were a lot of technical challenges that arose while the prOJect was

underway that people brought to the attention of Meekin . The impressions of the team
members have been consistent across the board: When they brought up problems, Meekin and

generally responded by brushing them aside. ¢ and Paul would tell them not to worry
about it,” The perception fiom the team is that Meekin and did not remove obstacles, but
avoided them, They “became good at shoving things under the rug; that’s the biggest beef from
the team.” Sometimes Meekin and delegated issues to others, but then did not follow up
to ensure that steps were taken to resolve them,

The MNLARS technical team was under the impression that MNLARS was

and that Meekin was overly rellant on - Meekin gave the impression that he did not
want any of his decisions or questioned, When team members raised concerns to
Meekin, he would say, “Asked and answered” even though the issues had not been resolved.
People came to foel like they were putting their jobs on the line by continuing to raise concerns,

so they. stopped doing so.

Time pressure :
understanding is that time pleSSUlB on the team became “orazy” around Apul ot May

of 2017, when they were told they had to get both vehicle services and driver services done by
October 2018, They began “cutting corners to the exireme.” The project was not doable at that

* juncture with the resources on hand. Instead of saying they could not get it done, “they kind of

ran in a blind panie,”

User acceptance testing
opines that it was a good decision (“no way atound it”) to have Sogeti lead the UAT,

even If the company reported up through the technical side of the project, Conducting user
acceptance testing is labor-intensive and requires a specific skill set. DVS did not have adequate
petsonnel on the project to conduct the testing; DVS staff were assigned to perform testing work
on top of theit regular duties and simply did not have time to accomplish all of it. One deputy
registrar assisted with UAT. As a result of the staffing situation, there was no path forward for
corapleting the testing without enlisting assistance from Soget!.
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has been involved with product testing In opinion, the UAT on
MNLARS was adequate, There were three pre-release versions of the MNLARS ocode: Versions
1, 1.1, and 1.2, There is UAT closure documentation embedded in the project, and it shows that
there were in the order of 10 failed test cases out of 500, does not know if all of those
faitures were closed-out effectively, but it appears the UAT was conducted.in a reasonable

manner.

Testing as a safety net to identify problems . :
A consistent observation relayed to by the MINLARS team is that there was a lack of
technical oversight on the development work, and the resulting problems could have been caught

by having an adequate QA safety net.

There were problems with the MNLARS code that stemmed from inadequate technical
oversight; i.e,, thete was no management layer ensuting that consistent rules were being applied
across the various development teams, As a result, the different development teams did things
differently, They used different rules for such things as calculating fees; deadlines, and when a
month ended.

The root cause of the failures with MNLARS that was exposed after release was faulty
programming. Load testing would have been a critical step in catching problems with the
undetlying code. Full regression testing would have caught the logic errors between the
components. Fixing the errots might have delayed the telease, but testing would have at least
allowed an informed decision about the costs and benefits of releasing right away versus

deferring.

explained, “Doing these tests in the IT world are no-brainers, and the failure to do them
ate professionally embarrassing.” | #gteed that there were a number of factors that
welghed in favor of striving for greater certainty that MNLARS would function properly: the
product was going out to an audience that was skeptical and would express displeasure in a very
public way if it did not wotk; the product would change the way that deputy registrars did
business in a way they were likely to find unwelcome; and the deputy registrars were not a
captive audience to which DVS could mandate training. These factors magnified the downside
risk of a bad release, and should have weighed in favor of more stringent testing, not less,

But on the other hand, the business partner may have underestimated these risks, DPS and DVS
claim that they rather than the deputy registrars are the experts on how the system should worls,
DVS also claimed they were the experts on how to release a new system to the deputy registrars,
The only thing that can be controlled on the tech side is making sure the software works when it

goes out,

Load testing

The load testing conducted priot to the release was not adequate. Sogeti states that it had a state-
of-the-art load testing system to use with the project. The system can. emulate hundreds of vsets
being on the system, trying to do different things with different connection speeds, Sogeti used
this system, but was given an “undersized environment” to test. - and Meeldn indicated it
would have cost an additional $300,000 to do the testing on a “full-sized system” so decided it

90



would not be done. Sogeti identified this as a risk. The decision not to conduct full-scale load
testing should have been reported as a project risk.

Full regression testing ‘

i has an understanding of what happened with regard to regression testing based on the
documents has seen and based on debriefing sessions with people from across the
MNLARS project. The QA teams recommended full regression testing prior to release but were
told not to do it because of time pressure. After- gave this instruction, Sogeti escalated the
issue to Meekin, but Meekin did not change the decision. Sogeti believed it needed to protect
itself by documenting the advice it had given and the fact that it had not been accepted. The
documentation consisted of meeting notes, Which- has seen. _ agreed to request
these documents from Sogeti and forward them to the investigator,

Conducting full regression testing prior to release would have tested the components as a system.
As it was left, they were only tested on a unit basis. “Once you test the fix, you retest the entire
system all over again on an end-to-end basis.” The instructions from -and Meekin were to
only test the components that had been worked on.

f




THIS AREA INTENTIONATLY LEFT BLANK
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Background

*  Meekin seemed to be most comfortable at the *20,000 foot level” and did not seem to be
interested in getting down into the weeds.
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Oversight

responsibilities focused more on the “day-to-day, back-office” administration of the
agency. had greatet responsibility for supervising Meekin’s portfolio of agencies and
project outside of MNLARS, while did more of the check-ins with Meekin on the

MNLARS project. - met with Meekin and about once a month for an hour to review
MNLARS,

Complex load testing :

The investigator asked if I was aware that the MINLARS team had apted to conduct load

testing using a “smallet” test environment as a cost-saving measure, had no recollection’
of ever hearing about this, . assumes that the trade-offs between the costs and risks of using a

stnaller test environment were issues that were probably discussed with the business side, but if
there was a deliberate choloe to go with a system that appeared undersized, the risks should have

been 1epo1'ted up to . Had this been brought to h in all likelihood would have

counseled in favor of doing more rigorous testing before MNLARS was 1 eleased into pro duction,

observed, “A lot of things show up when a system is under stress,”

Sogeti’s concern about not havm a seat at the decision making table

After learned for the first time of Sogetl’s concern
about not having a seat at the decision making table, Sogeti was hired to identify risks and what
could go wrong, and not listening to their input was “a fool’s errand.” In the lead-up to the
launch, assumed that Sogeti’s input had been considered, and that Sogeti would have
signed off on the release subject to the risks they identified. provided the investigator with
status reports from the MNLARS team leading up to the launch.

Regression testing

was under the impression that the code that was being released had been subjected to full
1egression testing, and that the testmg continued up to the release point, “It would be
itresponsible to cease regression iestmg in the months leading up to the release.” Ensuring that
saftware to be released is fully tested is something that “any developer worth their salt” would
do, Tt would be unusual to cease regression testing, If it was discontinued, then thxs should have
been reported up to

49 These status reports mainly outlined pre-launch activities and do not shed any light on whether Sogeti’s input had
been allowed or considered priorto the July 24 release,
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Rollback plan-
The idea of having a rollback plan was discussed and rejected. The old system was paper-based

and going back to it was not an option, The lack of a rollback plan created additional risk, and
the releass of MINLARS was delayed to July to give the team additional time to focus on quality.

Timing of Real ID
In around April or May of 2017, the MNLARS team was given the mission of developing Real

ID. Before that, they were logislatively prohibited from working on Real ID, By that time, ,
understood - that much of the work on MNLARS had alteady been completed and the
development teams were mainly focused on just assuring the quality of the product.

Hotfixes ‘
was awate that the MNLARS team was doing quick fixes to the code in Oldel to address

roblems, and assumed the fixes were subjected to full regression testing before they went out.
idoes not believe one can make a business case for releasing code without full testing—a
project actually gains speed by slowing down and testing the code before putting it into
production, came to suspect a lack of testing when releases seemed to be glving rise to
repotts from the field of additional problems, :

Synopsis - . ,
The investigator contacted to explote and clarify any differences between

“fall” and “automated” regression testing,

Details
The automated regression testing capabﬂmes that had been developed within MNLARS only

tested a fraction of the system, “Full tegression testing” referred to a three-weck process that
tested a much higher percentage of the system,*

explained that the set of automated tests (the “automated regression suite”) that had
been developed for MNLARS only covered about 40 to 50% of the system’s “happy path.” The
term “happy path” excludes scenatios where users make mistakes, something goes wrong, or
etror conditions atise. Thus, the automated regression suite for MINLARS only tested about 12 to
25% of all user scenatios. Conducting automated regtession testing still left 75% of the
MNLARS system untested, The automated regression testing that the MNLARS team performed

was not f‘ull regtession testing,

The MNLARS team stopped doing full, manual regression testing about three months before the
launch. They stopped doing “mini manual regression testing” at the same time, They ceased after

30 explained that it is a best practice fo Impose a “code fieeze” during and after full regression testing, so
all changes {o the software have actually been fested when the testing cyole is completed. noted that when
took: over MNLARS and imposed a cods freeze, the development teams Indicated that had never happened

before.
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being tasked with developing Real ID, and having to split the development team, At the time the
team shifted resources to Real ID, the MINLARS software was still in its “incubation” period.

e

Background

Meekin’s concerns about being overburdened

In eatly- to mid-2017, Meekin told - he was having difficulty covering his obligations at
both at DPS and DOC, -m told Meekin it was “his call” if he should continue at DOC,
Meekin wanted to consider the situation further before making a decision. In August 2017,
Meekin told that DOC should be removed from his portfolio so he could concentrate on

MNLARS,

monitoring of MNLARS

sometimes attended monthly meetings that had with the MNLARS
teamn to muonitor the project. teceived reports in around mid-April 2017 from the
MNLARS technical team, The reports indicated that Release 1.0 had been through thousands of
QA test cases, disoussed the audit results, and indicated at that point that the release decision was
up to the business side. - also reviewed at least some of the audit reports issued by SES,

'was not involved in any of the discussions leading to Go-live decision; there were other
people attending those meetings and - was fully occupied with other duties, In early July
2017, there was a meeting of the MNLARS steering committee prior to the launch, but did
not attend. -

at one point expressed concetns to Meckin that thete were “a lot of consultants” on the
project and asked when Meekin would get State employees involved to take on'the work. Meekin
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and felt they would be able to hire more State employees once they released the first
version of MNLARS.,

nionitoring and concerns

was monitoring MNLARS mote “deeply” than - and was recelving updates on a

more frequent basis, wanted to see “how MNLARS was built,” so in mid-2016 .
convened a meeting to review the MINLARS architecture.

informed about Jl concerns that MNLARS was not engaging the deputy registrars
enough, and indicated il had communicated this concern to .
was informed that some working groups were established to include deputy registrats.

Communications and assumptions about testing

Meekin communicated with MNIT’s leadership about testing within the MNLARS project. He
discussed the number of test cases they had run, the scope of the testing, and the use of an
automated test suite, and others in leadership positions wete under the impression that full
tegression testing had been done all the way through the project, at least od an automated basis.
It was never communicated to . that full regression testing was not being done, and it would
be shocking to if it were not. The failute to do so would not be in in keeping with MNIT’s
expectations for a project of this size and would be a departure from best practices. It is a
fundamental best practice across the industry to ensure a product is fully tested before releasing

1t0

would be vety surprised to hear that the QA vendor (Sogeti) complained that was not
given a voloe in the release decision and that its concerns not been factored in to the decision.
“The whole point of hiring [Sogeti] was to bring in the counterbalance of testing.” Prior to the
release, all indications were that the MNLARS system was good “across the board,” which.
implied that the testing professionals had determined the project was good to go.

did not understand there to be any limitations on the load testing that was performed.
Thete was never any discussion about the testing environment used for Joad testing. It is a
recognized best practice to have the test environment “be as close as possible” to the teal
environment, and assumed that was being done, If there was a decision to go with a lesser
environment, the cost versus risks involved should have been laid out in front of the business

(DVS) to make that decision.

meeting

The
is aware of the meeting to which this _, but. did not attend it.

Post-release fixes
was awate that the MNLARS development teams wete 1apidly producing fixes after the

July 24 release, and assumed they had all been tested. The normal practice would have been to
run regression testing, and— assumed that was happening,
Skipping full regression testing would only make sense if the system was “in a total down state
and thetre was nothing you could do to make it any worse.”
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Post-release communications

attended a meeting on August 21, 2017 with the commissionets from DPS and MNIT,
deputy registrars, and legislators, The MNLARS team described the situation then at hand as
involving “working through some normal bugs.” The registrars wete saying there were lots of
problems with the system but it was getting better, and that the agencles needed to communijcate
better and set up a help-desk to assist them, DPS said it would work on communications, It was
genetally a pretty positive meeting with everyone thinking MNLARS was headed in a better

directiot:,

Paul Meekin
MNIT CBTO, Department of Public Safety
January 26, 2018

Procedural: '

Attotney Gregg Corwin represented Meekin at his interview. Meekin reviewed and signed a
Tennessen warning prior to questioning, The interview began at 1:30 p.m. and concluded at
approximately 6:45 p.an. The investigator advised Meekin at the outset that breaks would be
taken upon request for personal necessities and that he was free to consult in private with Mr,
Corwin if he desired,

Background:

Meekin holds a bachelor’s degree ih in computor science and a mastet’s in business
administration. Meekin wotked in the information technology field as a developer, architect, and
manager before accepting a position as an IT manager at the Department of Public Safety in_
2007, He was initially responsible at DPS for supporting smaller divisions, but had no
involvement with the project that would later become known as MINLARS,

DPS piromoted Meekin in 2009 and made him the Director of MNLARS, In 2011, the former
CIO tesigned and Meekin became the acting CIO, His appointment later became permanent,
ﬂ stepped into Meekin’s formet role as MNLARS Director while Meekin focused
on more executive duties such as consolidating IT functlons within the agency, managing
budgets, and managing vendor relationships.

In early 2015, MNIT was recelving pressute from the Legislatute over the perception that there
were too many CIOs throughout the State, To cut down on the numbet, MNIT added DOC to
Meekin’s portfolio, leaving him with responsibility for two of the State’s four largest agencies,
MNIT advised Meekin at the time that taking on DOC would not be particularly burdensome
because it was a relatively small agency with only 50 IT employees. Meekin catne to learn,
howevet, that DOC was a large, complex organization, and its IT function had been undetstaffed.

Meekin was spread way too
thinly- with his responsibilities at both agencies and it “just about killed [him].” In general,
Meekin spent two days a week at DPS, two days at DOC, and one day at MNITs central office.
Meeldn brought up “time and time again® to his leadership at MINIT that he was spread too
thinly, In the fall of 2017, Meekin “finally said” that MNLARS was taking up too much of his
time, and that he could not adequately setve the Department of Corrections, Meekin’s
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P

rosponsibilities at DOC ended in September 2017 when MNIT assigned | I NI
serve as the agency’s CBTO,

Meekin’s appraisal of his performance with regard to MNLARS
Meekin asserts that he made the best decisions he could with regard to MNLARS given the
information he had and the competing responsibilities that MINIT placed on him.

Meekin was dedicated to making MNLARS work and put in 20-hour days when necessary,
Meekin exercised sound judgment in relying on both leadeiship of the project and on
the information il was supplying him, MNIT put through a rigorous selection process
before hiring and emerged as the best-qualified candidate, ﬁrepresented that the
MNLARS project was healthy and the available data points corroborated that view. When

discussed details with Meekin descriptions aligned with what he believed to be reality.
Meekin received feedback from and others, and they all gave positive
reviews of . In addition, DVS held demonstrations every two weeks of new functionalities;
they worked great and the business side was pleased with the progress,
was impressed withjJij wotk and mentioned taking JJ around MNIT to show othets how

to work with Agile,

Meekin is aware that some place the blame for MNLARS’s fallings with him. Doing so is not
fair because this was a government project with many layers of people involved in making and
reviewing deoistons, Meekin assetts that it is not possible for one person to “own” the failings in
a project like this. Meekin acknowledges that MINLARS was released with “too many defects,”
but he does not bear any more responsibility for inadequate testing than any other managers ot
executives on the project. To the extent Meekin is responsible, it is only because “the buck
stops” with him as the CBTO and not because of any failure on his part, especially in view of the
matty demands on his time, If Meekin etred at all, it was in not “taking a stand® earlier to shed

~ his responsibilities for DOC so he could devote more attention to MNLARS,

MNIT did not-give Meekin time to foous on MNLARS, He was instead directed to continue
wotking at DPS to integrate divisions under one technology umbrella, and then was assigned
additional responsibilities with DOC. The agenoies within DPS are difficult to integrate becanse
they have different missions and priotities, Meekin 'was trying to accomplish all those things
while also “trying to run one of the largest, most visible projects in state government,”

Meekin assetts that he received inadequate support from his supetiors at MNIT for the MNLARS
project in the following ways:

o  MNIT leadership should have relieved Meelkin from his duties at DOC eatlier. Meekin
stated he should have talked t toward the end of 2016
about leaving the agency but did not do so. In the spring of 2017, Meekin talked to his
leadership at MINIT, He explained he did not have enough time to devote to DOC and
“genuinely asked” {o be relieved of responsibility for the agency. MINIT responded that it
preferred him to temain in both roles for a while, Toward the end of May or early June
2017, Meekin spoke with- about hiring someone to lead IT there,
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Meekin found it difficult to worl

and was unable to provide accutate
ormation about the project to the Governor’s office,

s  Others from MNIT leadership patticipated in conference calls after the MNLARS release
about performance problems and slowdowns with the system. They should have picked
up on the fact that the system needed mote computing capacity but did not.

e The MNIT work environment was laden with unrealistic demands, The Legislature
imposed demands on MNIT as to timeframes, costs, and resources that did not match
reality. MINIT does not have the financial resources or depth of staff to develop sound
processes, and as a result is unable to capably discharge its mission.

Overview of Meelin’s history with MINLARS

When Meekin became the MNLARS Director in 2009, the CIO at Public Safety ordered him to
secure a vendor to build the systemn, The State entered into a contract with HP in the spting of
2012, HP was not successful, and the coniract was terminated in 2014,

had

By the time the contract tetminated, Meekin had been promoted to CIO;
had become the

become the MNLARS Director on the technology side, and
MNLARS Ditector on the business side, In eatly 2015, to
take over the MNLARS technology work. Meekin’s job as CIO ‘was to provid .with overall

guidance. The MNLARS charter specifies that Meelin and were co-executive
sponsots of MNLARS, and that _ were responsible for actually building the -
system, .

Hirin:

Finalists for the position interviewed before & panel comprised of MNIT and DP
personnel and did vety well in the ptocess. Meekinh neither had nor voiced any

reservations about Jrin;

Meekin’s an different duties
Meekin’s duties were executive in nature and did not inchade day—to-day management of
MNLARS, had charge of the MINLARS budget, hiting people, and managing everything
encompassed by “the SAFe framework and methodology. , along with
guthority over all the system architecture and technology, Meekin had
to treceive u:dates on the project, Meekin also sat in on monthly half-hout check-i

meetings that had with Sogeti. Meekin did not have any communications with anyone
who reported to Tn hindsight, Meekin is bemused that no one ever alerted him to any

1ssues with the project.

Oversight of Meekin and MNLARS
- oversaw MNLARS while supervised Meekin’s other work.
Meekin and - had check-in meetings wit oh MNLARS every two weeks at first,
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three weeks. Those attending the checl-ns included Meekin,
Meekin clarified that

—was receiving

at these meetings. Rather, Meekin—lilk

he was not reporting to
repotts at these meetings from

Meekin does not remember when, but convened a meeting at some point to take a “deep
dive” into the MNLARS architecture, went through a list of questions and gleaned a
detailed understanding of how the system was designed. Meekin does not recall :
expressing any concerns about the “thickness” of the system's middle layer, but Meekin
acknowledges the system was thick in the middle layer, »

‘Working with DVS in the Agile framework
Before MNLARS, DVS had not built a major IT systemn in 30 yeats and no one from that
division had the skill set to lead a large technology project. Their major responsibilities wete to
make decisions about priorities, and to make decisions toward the end of the development
process to accept the system. Despite the division’s shortcomings, Meekin committed himself to
delivering MNLARS, Meekin spent a lot of time with to help .along

never developed a high degtee of competence. work, but improved a lot over the course

of the project,

The Agile development framework envislons that business people and developers will work
together in real time to design and develop a new system. DVS did poorly at this, There were
periodic two-day meetings to plan the next cycle of work, DVS staff were supposed to come to
these mestings with descriptions of the bysiness requirements to be implemented during the next
cycle. They did not do so, The project ended up in “the worst possible situation” because
software developets ended up making “guesses” on behalf of DVS staff to finalize the business

requitemerits,

Meekin suggests that to the extent that end users were disappointed with MNLARS, it was
because the people in DVS who were supposed to catoh gaps and bugs in the system did not do
so. There wete 100 days of pre-launch check-ins, and nobody from the business side Lalsed any
concetns during that time about ploblems with the system,

Management and supervision of the MINLARS technical side
Meekin is critical of for not hiring managets, but utges that . failure to do so did not
contribute to problems with the quality of the software. Meekin had “been on for a long
time to hire managers but -never did,” Meekin had to take over leadership of MNLARS when
F beoause there was not a manager on hand fo do so, Had JJJ] hired managers, they
could have helped out with the tasks of hiring and firing people and devaldiing contracts with

other vendors, which contractors cannot do, With managets on board, would have been

able to focus on some of - duties outside of MINLARS, but instea ended up spending 95%

of JJjf time on MNLARS,

Meekin reviewed the org chart that drew by hand. He identified no major errors and
agreed there were about 70 FTEs in the “Release Train,” He estimates that up to 12 of them were
State employees. , Was a contractor and provided project

3
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oversight. There were also scrum masters and architects providing oversight. One of the scrum
masters (there were between four and seven) was a State employee, Meekin disagrees that it was
problematic to have contractors supervising the work of other contractors, This eriticism flows
from failing to understand the difference between line supervision and project supervision.
Meekin saw MNLARS as a “well-organized project environment. It’s what’s being done in the
industry, said he couldn’t wait to do this in more places.” The Agile/SAFe framework
holds that this structure should result in programmers and developets receiving adequate
guidance. span of confro]l was not too latge because thete were 12 or fewer state
etployees reporting to

was a State-employed manager on the tschnical side,

from several months, Meekin
Meekin states it was not his

, and that JJJi| never

job to add the funding strings to the paperworik for replacin,
followed up with him on the issue,

Causation of software errors )
Meelkdn acknowledges there wete etrors and inconsistencies in the softwate, but assetts theg did

not result from inadequate mapagement or supervision. Rather, he learned later that
caused the errors by not enforoing decisions made by the project architects, - tol.
softwate developets that they should “solve problems” and that the architectural guidance they
had received was not 1mportant :

Rollback was not an option
There was no viable option for reverting from MNLARS back to the old legacy system .if
MNLARS failed at launch, All of the data in the legacy system had to be converted into
MNLARS. There was no feasible way to convert it backward; writing code to do that would
have been monumentally costly, It was olearly communicated and undelstood by all that there
were no plans for a rollback,

Audit reports and findin s

Meelkin worked with to secure the setvices of SES, which examined project
management and controls, risks, defects, and “everything short of code.” Meekin admitted that
he read the SES audit reports as they were submitted to the State The investigator informed

Meekin that:
s The SES audit reports, going back to the first quartetly report in December 2015, watned
about the risk of running out of tithe to plan for and complete testing before MNLARS
was released; .

¢ The audit reports continued to report on this risk in June and December 2.016;

& A March 2017 audit report elevated the lack of time for testing from a “risk” to a proj eot
issue, S
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Meekin dismissed the significance of the initial audit report by saying that initial software
development audit reports routinely warn of the risk of running out of time for testing, because
testing is the last step in the process and it “always gets shorted,” Meekin discounted the later
risk reports based on the information he was taking in at the meetings leading to the July 24
release: People wete “genuinely enthusiastic” at the Go-live meeting; and the defect list showed
less than 70 defects before the launch. “When we went live with [code version] 1.2, we had
under 100 defects repotted with the business. That’s a low number in the industry.”

Meelkin was awate that SES had elevated the lack of time for testing from a risk to a project issue
in March. however, said the defect list was “on track” and that they were
“good to go.” Tt was up to the technical and business teams to alert Meekin if there were
problems with testing and they did not do so, so Meekin assumed that MNLARS was adequately

tested and ready for release,

Regression testing

The investigator informed Meekin about Sogeti’s report of testing through November 9, 2017
and its statement that full regression testing was not allowed for a span of 10 to 12 weeks before
the July 24 launch, The investigator further informed Meekin that Sogeti reported raising this
concern to MNLARS management,

Meekin stated that he loarned about the lack of testing later, but did not know about it before the
telease, Meokin does not deny that Sogeti brought this to his attention eatlier, but he did not
recall thern doing so, and believes it would have jumped out “like a big red flag” if they had,
Meekin was still relying on the projeot team before the release of Version 1,2, If he had been
presented with concerns about a lack of testing, he would have gone back to_ and
“others to consider it. Meekin himself would not send code out before it had been tested, and
assumed that the code for Version 1.2 had in fact been tested.

Integration testing ‘
The investigator asked Meekin to respond to criticisms that before the release of Version 1.2,

MNLARS was only tested in components but not as an overall system. Meekin explained that
. “integration testing” examines the functionality between systems in a software environment.

Problems with the .functionality of Version 1.2 that swifaced afier its release suggest that
integration testing was not completed beforehand, although Meekin had no knowledgs of this
until later, Meekin assured that integration testing was performed before he allowed Version 1.10

to be released.

Load testing '
Meekin understood tha caused something to be built on Amazon Web Services to subject

MNLARS to load and test its performance before Version 1.2 was launched. Meekin explained
that it is “‘super hard” to conduct performance testing; it should emulate the real world and most
would agree that 1t 1s not possible to do so, Meekin believes that after Version 1.2 was released,
Sogeti proposed oreating a “full envitonment” for testing. Meekin was still negotiating with
Sogeli over the costs and steps necessary for this work when he was placed on administrative

leave,
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User acceptance testing
Meekin asserted that UAT is the most critical kind of testing, and DVS was responsible for

ensuring that MNLARS worked properly before agreeing to accept it. Meckin qualified this
assettion by saying that with the Agile framework, they tried to set aside such rigid delineations
of responsibility.

DVS did not adequately embrace their responsibilities for UAT. - reported to Meekin in
late 2015 or early 2016 that DVS had said they did not know how to conduct UAT, Meekin
responded by modifying the Sogeti contract to include additional testing, and management of the
UAT process. Under the modification, Sogeti would work with DVS for 12 to 18 months to
~conduct UAT and train DVS in how to take over the process in the future. Adding this to the
Sogeti contract maxed out to the work that could be assigned to them under State contracting
les, and Meekin informed DVS that they would have to be prepared to take over the work at
the end of the contract.

Although the contract with Sogeti was maxed out, this did not have an impact on the testing that

could be completed for the release of Version 1.2, Meekin understood the limitations on future
use of Sogeti would be felt when the MNLARS teatn got to the point of testing dmrsr services

softwate at some future date,

Meekin expressed frustration to _that there was
no one from DVS who actually understood some of the business processes, such as mail-in

registrations, that were being included in MNLARS, This resulted in challenges in development
and as well as testing. Meekin believes that DVS did not conduct adequate UAT because they
believed that the quality assurance testing conducted on the technical side would be adequate.

Sogeti’s input

Moeldn recalls o N
final Go-live meeting for Version 1.2 and did not raise any concerns about testmi ‘When Meelin

took over day-to-day oversight and worked on Version 1.10, were “at the

table” as declsions were being made, Meekin added that Version 1,10 was their “best release
from a defect standpoint — it was our most tested release,” Meckin deferred the release in ordet to
complete testing, and that version became the main bl'anch of code that was used for future

development.

Disappointments with '
Meekin feels let him down and he is disappointed in After the MNLARS Jaunch in
July, “there were a lot of surprises when problems started surfacing,” kept saying that the
situation was normal and the problems wete to be expected, After Jill made one such statement,
expressed that things were not going well and Meekin agreed, Meekin wonders if
because anticipated problems that -did not disclose to Meekin., Meekin
told him during the project, Later, — shared with

relied on what y
Meekin that had “fooled [him] too.”
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The “thick” part of the system. atchitectute is disapponting. |l designed the system and
authorized the use of Miorosoft Entity Framework, which automates some computer-
programming tasks. It works great on smaller systems, but not on systems the size of MNLARS,
and using it was a bad decision that “sucked up a lot of [computing] power” when the system
went live, Meekin assumed tha would.have informed him of a decision like this, bu

did not do so.

Meekin surmises that- was probably aware of problems with DVS’s level of engagement
on the project but did not repart it to Meekin, When Meekin returned to his office after the

Go/No-go meeting in April, he found Meekin is at a loss to
understand why ; it should have been “the

happiest day of the project,” by saying- had finished what
iiame to do.

Meekin talked through the launch of Version 1.2, and talked to
that and convinced . However,
that Meekin started taking over day-to-day leadershi

experience the “whiplash” of puttin

make decisions on the project, This discussion coincided with Meekin’s statement to the

Commissioner’s Office that he needed to be relieved of his responsibilities at the Department of
Comsetons

Delay in hiring
Meekin agreed that

Meekin acknowledges that there was a gap between
.and when he started working to fill the vacancy created by [l departure.
Meekin’s only explanation for the gap was that his efforts to hive il “got delayed” and that
hiring is difficult. Meekin submitted a position description to Human Resources to replace
and was in the process of malking an offer to a candidate on November 9, 2017 when he

was placed on investigatory leave,

Staffing table
Meelin acknowledges that SES asked to see a staffing table that showed gaps in project staffing.

Meekin maintains that there was in fact a staffing spreadsheet and that SES reviewed it on a
regular basis.
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Iixpectations and communications about timing

The Rally system was used to track the work planned for MNLARS and when it would be
completed, Tt was up to the business side to communicate information out of Rally to
stakeholders who wanted to know when they could expect MNLARS 1o be delivered.

Aloofuness to details

The investigator informed Meekin that others had observed him preferting to be at the “20,000
foot level” and reluctant to dive into the details. Meekin did not disagree with the obsetvation but
explained instead that he was spread very thinly with all of his responsibilities and only had so
much time, He also indicated that he has a “strong philosophy” that othets sometime disagreed
with—that he would not do others® jobs for them. If a subordinate asked Meekin a question, he
might tell the subordinate that it was his ot her job to figure out the answer.

Perception of deference—

The investigator informed Meekin of others’ observation that he seemed to be overly deferential
and would not revie decisions, Meekin did not disagree with the observation,

Instead, he explained that he was hesitant to oveiride any decisions that made. He

believed that doing so would undermindf] authority as a manager.

Issues yith BCA
and Meekin had a “very big” business disagreement with the BCA over the use of

production data for testing, Meekin attended mestings wit and the BCA in an attempt to
find a resolution, In the end, MNLARS provided the BCA with production data for testing,

» with the BCA personnel and expressed feeling that they were bein
unreasonable. However,

Meekin feels this is typical of how the BCA responds—ithey
adamantly demand things, and when they don’t get their way, they complain that they are not
being heard, Meekin declined to become involved in some of these disagreements because they
mvolved discrete details; he responded by saying, “You guys gotta go figure that out.”

After MINLARS went live, the BCA. coraplained for the first week or so about data errots that
resulted from a “small piece of code that needed to be changed.” There were 20 people
participating in the phone conferences that were held after the release. Meekin spoke to the
complaining individual in a separate conversation, Meekin explained that they had much
mote pressing issues to deal with from the system perspective, and asked if they could come
back to that problem, This deescalated the situation and seemed to resolve it.

Defect repair and hands~on involvement

Following the July 24 launch, was doing “fast turnarounds” on new releases to deal with
defects. It was “very scary” because there was only time for “minimally aceeptable testing” and
they did not have many automated test seripts, They went through a three-week cycle of “write
the code—test it—deploy it.”
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Around the beginning of September, Meckin became frustrated with the way that was
prioritizing worl and took a hands-on role with defect management, - was still directing the
team, but Meekin was setting priorities, Around the middle of September,
and Meekin went “downstairs” to the production floor and started “digging in” with the
teams. The project architects expressed frustration that - had been ovetriding their
architectural recommendations, Meekin appointed- as the chief architect, which had been
. Meekin began disaggregating and reassigning duties. Meekin

“empowered the teams” and they fell into a good rhythm. Meekin told not to make -
decisions about the project after .

‘With Meelin at the helm of the development teams, they quit doing code releases for about three
weelks in order to ensure that Version 1.10 was of sufficient quality before it went out:

was “frustrated beyond belief” by the decision to slow down the pace of releases to focus on
quality, but Meekin wanted to ensure they did not regress the system. There wete a couple of
times after the release of Version 1.10,1 that they had to do emergency fixes over the lunch hout,
These repairs wore “laser-focused on one issue.” The decision to execute rapid repairs resulted
from a deliberate balancing of risks, and there was still a minimal level of testing,

THIS AREA INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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STATEMENT OF SUBMISSION

The investigator deems this investigation to be complete with the submission of this report.
Authorized officials of Minnesota IT Services may contact the investigator for additional details

or clarification,

Dated: February 8,2018 Respectfully submitted,
@ v'T)
[ Hone A7 (oirdT
e :

William J, Everett

. Bverett & VanderWisl, PLLP
100 Center Drive
Buffalo, MN 55313
(763) 682-9800

108



